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A LETTER to the Reverend Dr. K E N- 
NICO T T, vindicating the Jews from 
the Charge of corrupting Deut. xxvil. 4. 


Firſt publiſhed in the LI BR ARx for July 1761. 
p. 201. &c. 


To the Reverend Dr. KEnnicoTT. 


S IX, 


Wich you much ſucceſs in your laudable work 
of collating the Hebrew and Samaritan MSS. 
of the Old Teſtament, which are preſerved in pub- 
lic or private libraries through Europe: at the 
ſame time I preſume to diſſent from you, in your 
heavy charge againſt the Jews, and to publiſh to 
the world my reaſons, why I cannot acquieſce in 
your arguments. My animadverſions upon them, 
I hope, are expreſſed with all reſpect, as indeed I 
have a ſincere eſteem of you, for your great acute- 
neſs and application, and, which is more excellent, 
your warm concern for the honour of the Sacred 
Volume. | | 
You, Sir, are of opinion, that the Samaritans 
have not corrupted the text, Deut. xxvii. 4: but 
the Jews, who read Ebal, where they ought to have 
read Gerizim, as the name of the mountain, on 
which God commanded their fathers, after paſſing 
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the Jordan, to build an altar of ſtones, and to 
write all the words of his law. 
Phe firſt- argument, hy- which you ſopport this 
accuſation againſt them, who ſubſtance this: That 
| CGerizim was the mount of bleſſing, that is, the 
mount from which the benediCtions were to be pro- 
claimed, both by Hebrew and Samaritan penta- 
teuchs. Deut. xi. 29. xxvii. 12. It is not prob; 
able, chat the altar would be appointed to be erected, 
and that the peace - offerings, which implied a ſtate 
of favour with God, would be ordered to be ſa- 
crificed on Ebal, confeſſedly, the mount of curſing, 
or the mount from which the execrations were. to 
be pronounced! nu r 
But this argument ſeems to me unſatisfactory. I 
even improve it againſt you. For, if the Jews had 
vitiated the text Deut. xxvii. 4. to deſtroy the cre- 
dit of the Samaritan temple on Gerizim, is it not 
likely, that they would have made a corruption al- 
ſo, in the places juſt quoted, which determine it 
to be the hill of benediction, and not have ſuffered 
ir to retain any longer in their ſacred books, ſuch 
a mark of honour from God ? Lomit, that they 
have attempted no change in thoſe other paſſages. 
Gen. xil. & 7: xiii. 4. xxxiii. 20. from which their 
enemies plead, that Abraham and Jacob built al- 
tars unto God upon that mountain, and by their 
oblation of ſacrihees there, conſecrated it through all 
ages to his worſhip. For they might apprehend no 
need of ſuch alteration to ſerve their cauſe, the 
inference being eaſy to be evaded, But how can it 
be accounted tor, ſuppoſing they were ſo deſirous 
to take from the Samaritans all pretence for the ve- 
nerableneſs of their temple, as to ſubſtitute Ebal in 
the room of Gerizim, where the erection of the al- 
tar, and the. inſcription of the law upon it, were 
enjoined, that they ſhould have allowed it ſtill to 
bear fo ſtriking an eyidence of divine reſpect 5 it 
l does, 


1 185 
d does, by being the hill of benediction; when by 
uling like freedom with the text, they 75 


$ have ſtripped it intirely of any teſtimony theregf ? 
; From this, methinks, ariſes a ſtrong preſumption 
: for the integrity of the Hebrew text, in oppoſitini 


to the Samaritan, in the controverted place. Abc 
1 obſerve farther. Since the curſes, or dęenunci- 
ations of yengeance againſt tranſgreſſors, belongec 
to the law of God, as well as the bleſſings, or aſſu- 
rances of privileges to the obedient ; it muſt be ob- 
vious, on a fair. and impartial eſtimate of caſe, 
that the law might with no leſs propriety be direft- 
ed to be written on a ſtructure raiſed in Ebal, the 
mount of execration and threatening, than on one 
raiſed in Gerizim, the mount of ng and pro- 
miſe. It may be more difficult to reconcile the ox- 
der about peace - offerings upon Ebal, which are 
ſaid to denote a ſtate of friendſhip with God; yet 
enough occurs to ſhew, that your concluſion is too 
haſty. For peace - offerings were preſented not on- 
ly by way of thankſgiving ſor the poſſeſſion of good, 
but alſo by way of vow and requeſt, for obtaining 
it, Lev. vii, 11.—16. Beſides, burnt-offerings 
were preſcribed at the ſolemnity of reciting bene-. 
ditions and curſes by the Levites, and preſcribed 
in ſuch manner, as diſcovers they were to have the 
precedence, Deyt. xxvii. 6, 7. Now burnt-offer- 
ings were-deſtined for removing guilt, and averting 
_ calamity, as is plain from Lev. i. 4. and from the 
Jewiſh maſters, quoted by Lightfoot, in his Tem- 
= ple Service, chap. viii. ſect. 1. They therefore ſuppo- 
* ſed the violation of the law of God, and obnoxioul- 
1 neſs to his diſpleaſure, And was it not fit they 
ſhould be commanded to be made on Ebal ? But if 
God only required. one altar to be reared, where 
Elſe could the peace-offerings, their appendages, be 
| 8 and the feaſt of joy upon them be cele- 
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Tour ſecond argument is to this purpoſe. It 


cannot be doubted that the Samaritans, when about 
to build a temple, would chuſe ſome place ſignally 
honoured by God, or by his prophets, the more 


effectually to oppoſe the fame of the Jewiſh tem- 
ple, and the more eaſily to vindicate their ſeparate 


worſhip. When therefore Gerizim and Ebal were 


near together, and both in their poſſeſſion, ſo that 


they might chooſe which they pleaſed to erect their 


temple upon, would they not prefer that mountain. 


which was eſteemed to have been of old, by God's 
command, the place of his worſhip? Since then 
they did in fact chooſe Gerizim, is there not a ſtrong 
probability, that the altar muſt have been erected, 


and the ſacrifices preſented on it formerly, and not 


on Ebal, which they rejected; eſpecially, as the 
knowledge of its ſituation could not be loſt in that 
country? 

No more, however, does this argument appear 


to have much weight. I allow, that the Samari- 
tans were maſters of Ebal, when they raiſed their 


temple on Gerizim : for I know no ground to deny 
it. So likewiſe they had many other places within 
their territory, where God had made extraordinary 
manifeſtations of himſelf to his ſervants, and receiv- 
ed their pious homage. But would it follow, though 
we ſhould not be able to aſſign a reaſon for their 
preference of Gerizim to Ebal and the reſt, at this 
diſtance of time, and in this ſcantineſs of hiſtory, 


that therefore Gerizim muſt have been the place, 


where the Iſraelites were to rear their altar, and 
write the law; and that the Jews have, from ſpite 
and animoſity, miſrepreſented the direction of God 
concerning this matter, in their ſacred books? J 


apprehend not. And yet it is not hard to account 
for their choice of Gerizim beyond Ebal, at leaſt, 


though not thus - diſtinguiſhed, as may at firſt be 
thought. Gerizim, according to Maundrell, and 
TRY other 
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other travellers, quoted by yourſelf, was, in its na- 
ture and poſition, more proper for religious ſolemniy 
ties, and feaſting, than Ebal : for, ſtanding on the 
ſouth of Sichem, with its ſurface declining toward 


the north, it was ſheltered from the ſcorching heat 


of the ſun, by its own ſhade, and was clothed with 
a beautiful verdure, and well watered. Whereas 
Ebal ſtanding on the north of that town, its ſides 
verging toward it, were more expoſed to the direct 


beams of the ſun, and was parched, and quite bar- 


ren. The Samaritans, moreover, might have a 
tradition among them (whether it was true or falſe, 
makes no difference here) that Gerizim was the place 
where the ancient patriarchs worſhipped Jehovah ; 
which Damaſcian affirms, and you think probable. 
They would ſee too, that from it God ordered the 
bleſſings to be publiſhed by the Levites. How na- 
tural then, for ſuch reaſons, to prefer Gerizim for 
the erection of their temple, eſpecially as by putting 
Gerizim inſtead of Ebal in one text, they could 
wipe off the only ſeeming mark of ignominy and 
diſgrace from it, and crown it with full and un- 
mixed glory ? | | | 
To your third reaſon, which is, That it is more 
probable Gerizim was choſen by God for the erection 
of his altar, and the oblation of his ſacrifices, and 
the engraving his law, becauſe it was more cool, 
and fruitful, and pleaſant; I anſwer by this ſhort 
queſtion: Has it been God's manner to beſtow 
ſuch marks of honour upon places, or to withhold 
them from them, according to their circumſtances, 
as they have been leſs or more ſcorched, or fertile, 
and agreeable? Till this is evinced, there can be no 

force in the argument. | 
No more does your fourth reaſon require a long 
reply. It is this: * About 240 years after one of 
theſe two mountains had been conſecrated, by an 
order to build an altar upon it, &c. when Jotham 
SHY | ; made 
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made his ſolemn oration, Judges ix. 7. he ſpoke from 
. Gerizim, And is it not probable that he would, to 


e the greater wei 
Moe an, whi 
nt - 
ky fo? Sup pong Getizim and Ebal equally 
edittiinadious for the delivety of his ſpeech, might 
he not choofe to haratigae the Shechemites from the 
ritter, which was the mount of bleſſing, that h 
— animate his friends with ftronger hopes o 
advantage from him, and ftrike his Fnetries with 
Fo et awe, by detiouncing curſes upon them, even 
char privileged mount ? 
And thi uh 1970 not much more pitch upon it for 
che ſcene of his diſcourſe, though without both altar 
aud law, if it was more convenient for the perſua- 
fron of Sbechem's inhabitants, and for bis own 
ſifery ? So, truly, it ſeems to have been: for it is 
defcribed by Joſephus, as 5 over that town, 
which is more thin can be fai Ebat, and as the 
hipheſt of all the hills in that nei hbouthool : 
therefore fecutitng him more from the atte 
of his foes. Beſides, all know, that acci 
tal circumſtance will determine a perſon to f uk 
from one place rather than another, as the direction 
of the wind, the ſituation &f the fon, vicinity to the 
place of his ab6de, of deſtination, and the like, 
The ib argument, in fop ppore of the charge of 


to his addreſs, fpeak from 
had the law N the altar 


; corrupt! 20 apainſt the ] Jews, is, © That the Sama- 


| 900 were leſs likely, from their character, to have 
altered the law of Moſes, ſince they had a great 


veneration for it: for which you quote 2 Huntindih' IJ 


jetter to Ludolf in the year 1660, affirming, that one 


of them had a MS, copy of it king about his neck, 


and carried it affectionately in his - boſon, Mai- 
monides alſo in the thirteenth century , and $9z0- | 


men, who was educated in their neighbourhood, 
and writing about the 19 5 440, calls them 


. 
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Ts Mato eh Hαj & HN T, eminently careful to 0- 
bey the law of Moſes. | 1 
But theſe authorities are too recent to ſerveyour 

cauſe, as this corruption muſt have been introduced 
into the text more than 400 years before Chriſt, On 
the other hand, there are the moſt authentic docu- 
ments, and the moſt expreſs atteſtations, of the high 
eſteem and reſpect of the Jews for their law, in 
ages far more remote, and more near the period 
when this alteration in the text muſt have been 
made: for inſtance, in the times of Antiochus, a- 
bout 160 years before Chriſt. Whilſt it appears 
that the Samaritans were ready, on any danger of 
perſecution, to renounce the practice of it, and to 
conform to the religious rites and ceremonies of 
the Greeks. See Prideaux's Connexion, year be- 
fore Chriſt 168. and Joſeph, Antiq. 1. xii. c. 7, 8. 
and 1 Mac, ch. i. ii. This is ſo notorious, that it 
ſeems unneceſſary to dwell upon it. | 

You argue fixthly from St. John's . 
* There is recorded a converſation between Jeſus 
and a Samaritan woman, near this very mountain, 
who aſked him, whether Gerizim or Jeruſalem was 
the place where God was to be worſhipped. But Je- 
ſus does not charge the Samaritans with having ar- 
rogated to Gerizim honours which did not belong 
to it, nor ſay, that Ebal was the mount on which 
God appointed his altar to be erected, and not Ge- 
rizim, as they pretended,* . 

But can Chriſt's omitting to reproach the Sama- 
ritans with the corruption of the text, for procuring 

reſpect to Gerizim, be a proof of the innocence ot 

their anceſtors, when he had only one converſation 
with them; and yet his forbearing to brand the 
Jews with any adulteration of it, though among 
them he had many converſations, be no argument 
that their fathers were undeſerving of blame for it? 
Where is the fairneſs or candour of ſuch a way of 


judging ? And the nearer the period was, when 
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men ſhould neither worſhip the Father in Gerizim 
nor in Jeruſalem, the leſs needful was it for our Sa- 
viour to interpoſe in determining the controverſy, in 
ſuch a manner as to irritate or prejudice the parties 
reſpectively againſt himſelf, and thereby hinder the 
ſucceſs of his miniſtry. Nevertheleſs, he ſeems to 
give Jeruſalem the preference in theſe words, Ye 
worſhip ye know not what ; which every reader natu- 
rally underſtands of the conduct of the Samaritans 
of that age, rather than of any peculiar behaviour 
in their progenitors. For they are as if he had ſaid, 
Le have not juſt conceptions of God, when you 
ſerve him as a God who has choſen Gerizim for the 
place where ſacrifices ought to be offered, and ſup- 
plications preſented to him.“ But though he does, 
in my opinion, give Jeruſalem the preference, it 
does not follow, that Gerizim was not the place 
pitched upon by God for raiſing the altar, and in- 
ſcribing the law, after the paſſage of the Jordan. 
It might, and yet God might chooſe Jeruſalem, 
to put his name there. Far leſs then can it be in- 
ferred, from his waving a deciſion of the debate al- 
together, that Gerizim was that place, and not Ebal. 

As to the parable, Luke x. where a Samaritan is 
repreſented more compaſſionate and mercitul, than 
even two Jews that miniſtred at the altar; and the 
hiſtory Luke xvii. where the leprous Samaritan ap- 
pears more thankful to God for his cure, than nine 
Jews, on their deliverance from the ſame diſtem- 
per, you acknowledge, they are no proot of the 
character of their anceſtors z for which reaſon, they 
cannot be urged in this diſpute. And, indeed, it 
may be queſtioned, whether they can be good evi- 
dence of the ſuperior virtue of the Samaritan nation 
in general, even in Chriſt's age. | 

You proceed, ſeventhly, If from this worthy 
diſpoſition of the Samaritans, and their profound 
veneration for the law of Moſes, they ſhould be 
thought leſs likely to have made the wilful corrup- 
dion 
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tion under conſideration; it may be now obſerved, 
that ſhould this wilful corruption be charged upon 
the Jews, it will not be the firſt charge againſt them 
of this nature. Here you quote Jeromę upon Gal. 
ili. 10. who intimates his ſuſpicion, that the Jews 
had ſtruck out from their copies thoſe words every 
man, and all things, which were to be found in the 
Greek and the Samaritan, that they might not ſeem 
to be under the curſe.” 
But why do you omit, that Jerome himſelf en- 
tertained ſome doubt, whether the Apoſtle had not, 
as on other occaſions, rather quoted the ſenſe than 
the preciſe terms ? Beſides, the ſuſpicion of wilful 
corruption, to which he was moſt inclined, ſeems 

roundleſs : ſince the import of the execration, as 
it ſtands in the Hebrew copies, muſt be the very 
ſame, according to an eſtabliſhed rule of logick, 
that an indefinite propoſition requires the ſame inter- 
pretation, as that which is univerſally delivered. 
Can it be thought then, that the Jews ſhould make 
this alteration in the text, by which they could gain 
nothing, eſpecially, when they have left the book 
uncorrupted in other places, whereby their cauſe 
has ſuffered, and that of Chriſtianity has been pro- 
moted ? it cannot. Accordingly father Simon, a 


- perſon no way partial to the Jews, in his Hiſtoire 


critique du Vieux Teſtament, I. i. c. xi. at the end, 
confeiſes, that Jerome has refined too much againſt 
them here, the meaning of the paſſage being the 
ſame both ways. 1 

You ſupport the charge of wilful corruption a- 
gainſt the Jews farther, from Judg. xviii. 30. But 
allowing, that the text ſhould be read Gerſhom the 
ſon of Moſes, inſtead of the ſon of Manaſſeb: how is 
the accuſation juſtified ? that from deep concern 
tor the honour of their lawgiver, and diſtreſſed that 
his grandſon ſhould appear the firſt idolatrous' 
prieſt, they ſubſtituted Manaſſeh for Moſes, adul- 
terating the text.“ The Ke nun hath never been 
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(38. } 
put upon a level with the other letters, but either 
placed over the word, or ſuſpended half way: or, 
if inſerted in the middle, either magnified or dimi- 
niſhed greatly beyond the common ſize in their 
copies: ſo that it may be ſaid, that no fraud appears 
intended. Do Rabbi Solomon Jarchi's words prove 
there was? Propter Moſis honorem ſcripta fuit 
litera zun, ut nomen mutaretur, & quidem ſcripta 
fuit ſuſpenſa, ad indicandum, quod non fuerit Ma- 
naſſes, ſed Moſes.“ Though upon them you triumph 
thus. Here then we have the Jews convicted of 
wilful corruption, upon the moſt notorious of all 
evidences, their own confeſſion.” To me they ap- 
pear, on the contrary, to inſinuate, that whatever 


fooliſh conceit led them to add nun, care was taken 


to ſhew every reader, that it was not genuine. By 
conſequence then, Michaelis might acknowledge, 
the text ought to be read, /on of Moſes, inſtead of 
Manaſſeh, in conſiſtence with his aſſertion, that 
there is no clear example of the Jews corrupting the 
ſacred books with deſign. For all he ſays is, In 


_ ©. Bibliis Manaſſis nepos dicitur, ſuſpenſa tamen, ac 


fi ſuſpecta eſſet, ſupra reliquas literas, nun. ; 

With the ſame view you inſtance in Joſh. xv. 60. 
and quote Jerome on Micah v. 2. as thinking thoſe 
eleven cities, which are in the Greek verſion, were 


omitted by the ancient Jews, in their Hebrew copies, 


out of malice to Chriſtianity, becauſe Bethlehem 
Ephrata, the place of Chriſt's birth, was one of 
them, and deſcribed to lie within the tribe of Judah.* 
But Jerome determines not, whether they were 
paſſed over by the malice of the Jewiſh tranſcribers, 
that Jeſus might not appear' to be deſcended from 
the tribe of Judah, or whether they were added by 
the Ixx interpreters. Moreover, it ſeems very raſh, 
to impute their omiſſion, ſuppoſing them genuine, 
to deſign. They might very well fall out by ac- 
cident, the ſame words, and their villages, occurring 
inmediacly before, and after the words wanting. 
Which 


en | 

Which circumſtance has been the occaſion of: fre· 
quent flips in tranſcribers, and deficiencies in ma» 
nuſcripts. Why ſhould theſe | towns have been 
left out, for the reaſon aſſigned? Is not Bethlebem 
mentioned, as belonging to Judah, in other places 
of ſcripture ? You, ſay, never, by the name of Beth - 
lehem Ephrata, except in Micah. ' But does not 
Micah ſufficiently determine its ſituation, within the 
territories of that tribe? I apprehend, he does; ©o 
that they could profit nothing by the omiſſion. And 
farther, allowing that ſuch a conſideration had ſwayed 
them, with reſpect to Bethlehem, why ſhould the 
have paſſed over all che other names of towns? It h 


| 1 been enough to their purpoſe, to have left out Beth - | 
"XX lehem alone. | 1 


As to Dr. Prideaux's charge of, wilful corruption 
in Iſa. xix. 18. I cannot find it in his Connexion, 
and therefore cannot reaſon upon it, Wn ues 
What then? though this charge of corrupting 
Deut. xxvii. 4. has not been the firſt charge off cor- 
ruption againſt the Jews, yet none appear to be well 
founded. Have not many alſo, and of the learned, 
taxed the Samaritans with the ſame fault, as Hattin- 
ger, Lightfoot, Patrick, Calmet, and others? So 
that if there is any weight in this argument, there is 
as good evidence, that the corruption of the text was 
made by the Samaritans, as by the Jews. 5 
You add, eighthly, Should the hatred of the 
Samaritans be objected, as what might urge them 
to commit any crime out of oppoſition to the Jews, 
certainly the hatred of the Jews is at leaſt equally 


notorious.“ ES 

It is granted, and therefore no inference is made 
from it. But you ſubjoin: We find, Ezraiv. 1, 2. 
that upon the Jews return from their captivity, the 


3 


Samaritans civilly offered to unite with them, ſa 
Let us build with you; for we ſeek your God, as ye 


And wwe do ſacrifice unto him, fince the days of Eſarbad- 
den, king of Syria, who brought us up bither, 2 


dh 6 as 


N EO * N 5 
. 
- - ww 3 * = . 
- EE — —e — CC ? et 
_- ” w 4 . 


\ 
: 
| 
: 


2 
, — 
pe « 


* . 
— _- 
— 


* * 
_ — 


: 


| 


—— CBS 


= n © - « * «a —— — — i 9 > 
7 % — _— _— ñ — 


| (14) 
kind and religious propoſal was roughly rejected: 
thereby inſinuating, that all the animoſity had its riſe 
from the pride of the Jews. | | | 

This muſt not be paſſed over. For ſurely, conſi- 
dering the character of ſome of the perſons, who 
were concerned in making the reply, as Zerubbabel 
and Joſhua, it ought to have been ſpoken of in ſofter 
and gentler terms. It may be even preſumed, that 
they declined accepting the offer with the higheſt rea- 
ſon. Perhaps, they had ſure intelligence, that they 
came not with a fincere intention of aſſiſting them, 
but with an inſiduous deſign, to get an opportunity 
of doing them the greater miſchief, by being admitted 
into their confidence, and into a ſhare of the work. 
Be. this as it will, they were not of 'the ſeed of 
Ifrael, but of the poſterity of that mixed multitude, 
whom Shalmanazar, king of Afyria, ſent from 
Cuthah, Ava, Hamath, Sepharvaim, and other 
provinces, to inhabit the country of the ten 
tribes. As they therefore were not included in 


their number, to whom Cyrus's commiſſion 


was directed, to build the houſe of God in Je- 
ruſalem, they could not be regularly admitted to join 
with them. Beſides, they were not of their religion : 


for though they had worſhipped the God of Iſrael, 


from the times of Eſarhaddon, when infeſted with 
lions, yet they worſhipped him in conjunction with 
other gods. Which was reaſon ſufficient for the 
true worſhippers of Jehovah to reject them from 


. communion with them, as idolaters, 2 Kings xvii. 33. 
If afterwards, renouncing idolatry, they adored one 


God, and conformed more to the rites and ceremo- 
nies of the Jews; this alteration is not placed earlier, 
even by Reland, who was favourable enough to 
them, than the time of Sanballat; when it became 
neceſſary for the political intereſt of this man, and 
his ſon-in-law Manaſſeh, which was much later. Ac- 
cordingly, we ſee, they did all they could, to hinder 
the erection of the ſecond temple. The conduct -o 
T's the 
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the Jews then, did not deſerve ſuch cenſure from you. 


= afterwards ſet up on Ebal 


„ 


The authors of the Univerſal Hiſtory ſpeak more 
modeſtly, vol. x. p. 183. Whether this refuſal was 
really juſtifiable or not, we ſhall not pretend to de- 


termine, ſince the ſcripture does no where either 


praiſe, or diſcommend it. 11 . | 

Ninthly, it is infiſted by you, If the ancient He- 
brew manuſcripts had in the days of Joſephus read 
Ebal, Deut. xxvii. 4. this author, a keen enemy of 
the Samaritans, had been moſt politive and expreſs, 
that the altar was commanded to be built, and was 


If it ſhould be anſwered you, that he is clear the 


altar was in fact erected upon Ebal, Antiq. v. 1. 19. 
a runs Tw s palliar, int ht To Tagi(t oper TW nic f 
Leno, tm: os To TiCa)o ru iuα,˖,A, © ꝙ Kai Bop eg, 


that is, © having divided the army or hoſt, he 
placeth one half on mount Gerizim, and the 
other half on mount Ebal, in which alſo the altar 
is.“ You reply, that thoſe words & 4 x«: H es, 
in which alſo the altar is, are an interpolation ; partly, 
becauſe they are not ranged in the natural order; 
and partly, becauſe he would thereby really contra- 
dict himſelf : which can ſcarcely be ſuppoſed of ſuch 
a writer, upon a point ſo very intereſting, and en- 


tirely national. For when he records the command, 


he repreſents, that the order was to build the altar 
between the two mountains, Gerizim and Ebal. _ 

But 'is there indeed evidence, that thoſe words, 
which relate the erection of the altar upon Ebal, 
muſt be condemned and proſcribed ? All the ma- 
nuſcripts read them, without any material variation. 
The mention of its ſituation there ſeems to be intro- 
duced very ealily, and without any force and con- 
ſtraint. Nor is there any ſuch oppoſition betwixt 
them, and his account of the direction to rear it, as 
is objected. It runs thus: God commanded them 
Toy Bj TA avarnoa: mg nA avsYole Tieappueor, & 
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to raiſe an altar, turned toward the m r nor 


far from the town of Sichem, between two moun- 
tains, Gerizim lying on the right-hand, and Ebal, 
as it is called, lying on the left?“ And is not this 
very conſiſtent with the hiſtory of the erection of the 
altar on Ebal? Not indeed, if Hilago be referred to 
Hs for then, its ſituation would be ordered in 
the valley, between the two mountains: but if it be 
referred to Zoey waves, as it ought to be, for there 
that town. ſtood, according to the report of travellers. 
Says Benjamin Tudelenſis in his Itinerary : From 
Sebaſte I came to Neapolis, which is Shechem, , 
and it lies in the-valley between mount Gerizim and 
mount Ebal,“ p. 38. And ſays Maundrell, « Geri- 
zim and Ebal are ſeparated by a narrow valley, not 
above a furlong broad. And Naploſa, the ancient 
Sichem, is at the foot of, and under mount 
Gerizim,.* 
There is therefore no reaſon to 2 the 
words above ſpurious. And that Joſephus did not 
intend any tenderneſs toward the Samaritans, is plain 
from what he adds after the paſſage juſt quoted : 
That Moſes commanded, no ſacrifice ſhould be 
offered on the altar which he ordered to be erected, 
In future time,* Than which, what could be more 
oppolite to their pretence, who held the altar, here 
ſpoken of, to be the very altar on which they of- 
fered victims to that day. Ka per” vu v ig 
the time of inſcribing the law upon the altar) 
de dne riperay ire. & yay Set deal. Antiq. 4. 
viii. 44. ä 
As to the contention between the Jews and Sa- 
maritans, before Ptolemy, about their reſpective 
temples, Joſ. Antiq. 13. iv. 4. let it be granted, 
that the Samaritans were not heard in juſtification 
of their temple; that the advocates for the Jews did 
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Moſes, as they had fworn to do upon pain. ©. de th; 
but brought ſome alſo from the ſucceſſions © tha 
bigh- prieſts, and from the liberalities of the K mY 
of Alia unto it; that the Jews were in great amiety 
about thoſe, whoſe buſineſs it was to maintain the 
honour of their temple; and, finally, that they 8 
not produce any old Hebrew manuſcripts, to p 
that the Samaritans had altered the text of 
xxvii. 4. when yet Ptolemy decreed to them tha 
victory in the diſpute. What will follow from all 
this? Not that the Jews vitiated the text, but only. 
that Ptolemy was partial, and that the Jeus did 
not think, proving, Gerizim was ſubſtituted by the 
Samaritans for Ebal, of any force to ſnew, that the 
temple built at Jeruſalem was preferable, as cer- 
Din 7 it was not, however effectual it might have 
been, to procure ſuperior honour to one raiſed upon 
Ebal. f 

Fi nally, you have recourſe to the book of Jaibus: 
which the Samaritans reject. There it is ſaid, chap. 
viii. 30— 36. Then Jaſbua built an altar unto the Lord 
God of Iſrael in mount Ebal, as Moſes the ſervant 
of the Lord commanded the children of Iſrael, as it is 
written in the book: of the law of Moſes. — And they 
offered thereon burnt-offerings unto the Lord, and ſacri- 
Iced | peace-offerings. And be wrote there upon the 
ones a copy of the law of Moſes, &c. Vet you infer, 
the altar muſt have been erected, and the law writ- 
ten on Gerizim, becauſe the deſcendents of Joſeph, 
of which Joſhua was, were ſtationed at Gerizim: 
for, doubtleſs, he read the law, and pronounced 
the bleſſings, whilſt fome prince, by his command, 
e the curſings on Ebal.“ Alſo, hecauls 

vi Was ſtationed on Gerizim, of which tribe were 
the prieſts and the ſacrificers; and becauſe Judah 
was there placed, from which tribe the Meſſiah, Was 
to arrive.? 

But how ſlrange this! when all a eres and 
yerſions, ibu any difference, aſſert that che altar 


| © 188 ) 1 3 
was reared on Ebal, and the * , tht hs 
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10 | 
read all the words of the law, the bleſſmgs and the 
dungs, and that there was not a word of all that 


Is not the hiſtorian likewiſe pofitive, that 7 
Moſes commanded, which Fofhua read not before all the 
congregation of Iſrael, ver. 34.35. And might not 
ua go from one mountain to the other, as the 
_ Fulfilment, about the recital thereof, required? Might 
not the tribe of Levi alſo be ſtationed on Gerizfin, 
and till attend the oblations on Ebal, which do 
not appear to have been preſcribed to be made dur- 
ing that ſervice? As to Judah, there is no ſolidity in 
| the argument. 5 ve 
Tou reafon alſo in behalf of your opinion, from 
Joſh. xxiv. 25.' So Joſhus made a covenant with the 
ople that day, and ſet them a ftatute and an ordinance 
55 Shechem. And Foſhua wrote theſe words in the book 
of the law of God, and took a great ſtone, and fet it 
up there under an oak that was by the ſandtuary of 
e Lord: And Toſhua ſaid unto all the people, Bebe 
bis ſtone fhall be a witnifs ante us: for it hath hear 
all the words of the Lord, which be ſpake unto us. 
; Tt all be therefore a witneſs unto you, teſt ye deny your 
Sad. For you explain the ſanctuary to mean the 
' holy place on mount Gerizim. But why ſo? Haw 
| does it appear that the tone, the memorial, or mo- 
nument of the law, was placed on Gerizim, and not 
on Ebal? The ſanctuary of the Lord was at She- 
| chem; and Shechem was between them, as above 
| ſaid. A ſtone upon Ebal, therefore, might very well 
| be repreſented by Joſhua to have heard the words of 
the law, which he hirſelf had pronounced by God's 
FE TE OT TEOROrT SOA 
| Thus, Sir, I have examined your arguments ; 
| and 1 flatter myſelf, I have ſhewed, that they are 
! Inſufficient to 1 * your charge againſt the 
e I am _ nfible, ny 1 have bse 
them in any degree ; and I hope you have no cauſe 
to complain of any untairnels in the Ae 
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a of chem. If you' are convinced by this letter, chat 
5 your accuſation has been ill founded, ot r 
4 pou will, no doubt, retraft it; but if not, FJou Will 
F adtiete to it, and, perhaps, endeayour to ſhew the 
. wotld that theſe remarks are weak àtd futile. 
ee een ,, 
May 19. 1761. Your humble Servant, 

; 7 en 4 PurraIZTA 26. 
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A SECOND LETTER to the Reve- 


rend Dr. KENNicoTT, upon the ſame Sub- 
jet, being an Anſwer to his REMARK in 


lM... td 


| = the LiBRARY for Aupuſt, 1761. p. 263. and 
as farther Illuſtration of the Argument.? 
9 TPON reading your letter of Auguſt 14. in the 
E | Library of that month, I was ſurprized to 


5 find, that you taxed me with miſrepreſenting your 

| 4 arguments, in ſupport of the charge of corruption 

" RM apfinft the Jews, as to Deut. xvii. 4. in ſeveral 

| 2 inſtances; as I was conſcious there had been no in- 
teritron'of it. Having borrowed your book from a 
friend, and being unwilling to detain it long, I co- 


| 
| 98 This ſecond Letter was intended for the Library. But the 
| ; compilers of that. work refuſed to inſert it, as being too long, 
1 and not ſuited to their deſign. Ser the Library for Neuamber. 5. 
| 3 441. which has delayed the publication of it gill now. Jan. 28. 
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was reared on Ebal, and the "I , th! 
the 


Is not the hiſtorian likeyiſe poſitive, bat 7 
read all the words of the law, the bleſſings a 
dag, and that there was not à word of all that 
Moſes commanded, which Foſbua read not before all the 
egation of Iſrael, ver. 34. 35. And might not 
ua go from one mountain to the other, as the 
fulfilment, about the recital thereof, required ? Might 
not the tribe of Levi alſo be ſtationed on Gerizfin, 
and ftill attend the oblations on Ebal, which do 
not appear to have been preſcribed to be made dur- 
ing that ſervice? As to Judah, there is no ſolidity in 


the argument, 


Tou reaſon alſo in behalf of your opinion, from 
Joſh. xxiv. 25.' So Joſhua made a covenant with the 


2 that day, and ſet them a ſtatule and an ordinance 


Shechem. And Joſhua wrote theſe words in the book 
of the law of God, and took a great ſtone, and ſet it 
up there under an oak that was by the ſandtuary of 
#he Lord: And Joſhua ſaid unto all the People, Bebo, 
bis ſtone fhall be a witntfs nnto us: for it hath hear, 


all the words of the Lord, which he ſpoke unto us. 


It Hall be therefore a witneſs unto you, teſt ye deny your 
God. For you explain the ſanctuary to mean the 
holy place on mount Gerizim. But why ſo? Haw 
does it appear that the tone, the memorial, or mo- 
nument of the law, was placed on Gerizim, and not 
on Ebal? The ſanctuary of the Lord was at She- 
chem; and Shechetm was between them, as above 
faid. A ſtone upon Ebal, therefore, might very well 
be repreſented by Joſhua to have heard the words of 
the law, which he himſelf had pronqunced by God's 
Thus, Sir, I have examined your arguments; 
and I flatter myſelf, I have ſhewed, that they are 
inſufficient to 1 your charge againſt the 
Jews. I am not fenfible, that I have miſrepreſented 
wee in apy. rr 
of any unfannels in the un 
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of them. If you ate convinced by this letter, chat 


your accuſation has been ill founded, ot precipitate 
you will, no doubt, retraft it; but if not, For will 
w the 


| Akiete to it, and, perhaps, endeavour to 


world that theſe remarks are weak and futile, © * 
. I am, Reverend Sir, | 


May 19. 1761. Your humble Servant, 
4 PuILAIZTRAI8. 
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A SECOND LETTER to the Reve- 
rend Dr, KRNNIcor r, upon the ſame Sub- 
ject, being an Anſwer to his REMARKS in 
the LIIR Av for Auguſt, 1761, p. 263. and 
a farther Illuſtration of the Argument.“ 


$1 R, 
PON reading your letter of Auguſt 14. in the 
| Lr "of that month, I was ſurprized to 
find; that you taxed me with miſrepreſenting your 
argurnents, in ſupport of the charge of corruption 


_apainſt the Jews, as to Deut. Xxvii. 4. in ſeveral 


inſtances; as I was conſcious there had been no in- 
tentiom of it. Having borrowed your book from a 
friend; and being unwilling to detain it long, I co- 


Þ Fhis ſecond Letter was intended for the Library. But the 
compilers of that work: refuſed to inſert it, as being too long, 
and not ſuited to their deſign. Se the Library for Neuember. 5. 
| 190. which has delayed the publication of it gill now. Jan. 28. 
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pied out what-ſeemed the ſtrength and ſubſtance of 
your arguments, that I migbt, at ſome, ſeaſon of 
keiſure, examine them ſor my own improvement. 

After the animjadverſions_'were made, it was 

propoſed. to have tranſmitted them to your ſelf in 

the way of private letter; but this ſcheme was 
dropped upon the opinion of a learned and judicious 
friend in London, that it was from their nature 
more expedient they ſhould be publiſhed for general 
information.—Accordingly they were ſent to him 
with a particular requeſt that he would conſider 
their force. and fairnefs ; for by his final judgment 
they were to be ſuppreſſed, or communicated to the 
world. I could not therefore readily imagine, when 
ſuch was the riſe of the Remarks on your diſſerta- 
tion, ſuch their original deſtination, and ſuch their 
conveyance to the preſs, that there was any, at leaſt 
material, miſtepreſentation in them. Nevertheleſs 

as you have noted two or three principal errors, I 

determined to ſearch with what juſtice you accuſed 

me of them, and candidly to acknowledge them, as 

Nene truth, if the charge, on a repeated: in- 

ſpectign of your book, ſhould appear well founded. 

You have therefore my reply to your cenſure. 

Y ou blame me firſt wich giving a greek quota- 
tion from, Jolephus, as being the whole paſſage 
«*« .in queſtion, yet omitting the very words on 
, * which your ſyppoſition gf an interpolation was 
& chiefly grounded, and then, (the words being 
«© dropped on which you lay the greateſt ſtreſs) aſk», 
te ing, Is there indeed evidence, &c,* Now how 
does this matter {tand ? As it was my deſign, in the 
place referred to, to ſhew that the Jewiſh hiſtorian, 
was clear the altar was railed upon Ebal, 1 paſſed 
that part of his words produced by you, which does 
not mark. the ſituation of the altar expreſly, being 
only a declaration that, Joſhua built it where Moſes 
tad given direction, and contented my ſelf with ci- 
tipg the elayfeof them, which undeniably aſſerts its 

1 | 8 * erection 


4 . 4 8 * / 
= * 


— — 1 — ͤÄ 


e , . ̃— r 


- —_—  c— —OW— —— — — . 
” 


. ” 


G. 
erection on that mountain; adding however, that 
you pretended theſe words, u e ele tert, were 
as interpolation becauſe they were” not ranged in 

Ws the natural (IP But pac Wanne 1 
of complaint hereafter, if vou have had any calgue 
for it before, chrough my ſtudy of brevity and: en- 
Liſeneſs, I will now give the, objection in your own 
ords, after, quoting the entire paſſage in the ly 


al, wich an Eogiith, crandacion of ie. Sah 
ephus, Antiq. v. I. 19. Kat vent nude er! Znus | 
„eus anarr: th Nag, alors ie nem enn cp Manu, 5 
„une rm oTparian, £71 wmv 76 TapiCe UL TW nel 10THOW, 
ers de To TigaA vm nuoaan, e 50 BS sc 11, N To Awe 
« J 9 ru uftdg. that is, And e, viz. Joſhua, hav- 
ng departed thence unto Sichem with all the peo- 
le, both erects the altar where Moſes had com - 
manded, and having divided the army, placeth the 
one half on mount Gerizim, and the other half on 
mount Ebal, in which alſo the altar is, and the Le- 
vites and the Priefts;*” Say you, to evince that the 
words about the altar's ſtanding upon Ebal are ſpu- 
rious, Let us now conſider this paſſage, Atque 
inde, &c.“ And he having departed thence unto 
Sichem with all the people, both erects the altar 
where Moſes had commanded. Could this au- 
FF << thor have avoided mentioning Ebal here, if he 
knew that to have been the place? It will be an- 
b ſwered, that Ebal is mentioned afterwards. True. 
But the mention made of it afterwards is in ſo 
odd a manner, and the ſentence is ſo confuſed, by 
means of the words, & g e H £074 in which 
= © allo the altar is, (even though they ſhould be pla- 
ced in a parentheſis) that it may be ſubmitted to 
XF © the learned, whether theſe words are not an inter - 
3 + polation. * having before told us, that the al - 
tar was e upon its proper ſpot at the very 
„place where Moles had l could be 
<* thruſt in the mention of it again-afterwards, and 
din a part of the ſentence, where the inſertion-is not 
EG OY VIE 1 He7Dy Us ay li 
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te natural, 
te nally ſaid that the altar was erected upon 


| 6 bal the words would probably have ſtood thus: 
mp" +6 e ti 70 Tiga oe, Tpocins Mang, F - 
4 fie both erects the Alrar on mount E 


yo Had hs pan of 1 the —_— hath before 
tm the K. ephus, together with your 
objection at length againſt the genuineneſs of that 
art, which detertnines the erection of the altar on 


bal, and may judge whether the ſenſe of the hi- 


ſtorian is by it difturbed or made intricate, ard 


whether it follows, becauſe he had not mentioned 
Ebal as the place where Joſhua built the altar in the 
beginning of the paragraph, but ſatisfied himſelf 
with ſaying, he erefted it where Moſes had com- 
manded, therefore he could not tell incidentally in 


the end of ir, that it ſtood on that hill, when he lf + 


on whick half of the 


named it as the ſpot 
Were ran 
introducing the ſame facts in their writings. Bat to 
me it. appears, the poſition of the altar upon Ebal 
might have been narrated; either in the one or the 
other manner, without any ſhock, or embarraſſ- 
ment of 4 reader. And doubtleſs if the form of 
cpreſſing it in the preſent copies of Joſephus, had 
been ſo ſtrikingly odd, and unnatural, as you con- 
tend, a zealot againſt the honour of Gerizim would 
net have pitched it, for aſſerting, the altar to 
Rbal, bur would have made good its claim: to the 
poſleflion of it im your way, which he might have 
done with ſtill greater eaſe, even by writing three 
or four words, er r Ipaaw ve, inſtead of fix, 
ev © o Pops £971 With regard to the command of 
Mofes, about rearing the altar, here alluded to, 
though you explained it in a ſenſe inconſiſtent with 
its erection on Ebal, and indeed in your citation of 
it divided the words trahiο Soar oor from the pre- 
ceding,. e vt Enrper rover; Contrary to Hud- 
forts,” and all editions, I believe, without giving 
any 


people 


and perplexts the ſenſe ? Had be origi- | 


bal as Moſes 37 


ged. Different men have different ways of 9 * 
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any notice of it to the reader, (as hath. been dong 

too in their tranſlation, in my letter, through an 

overſight of the printer) by which method of point · 

ing they look more favourable for your ſcheme z 

I EY already endeavoured to ſhew that it does not 
contradict this account of the ſituation of the altar 


ern en Ebal, and now add, it is very unreaſonable t 
> Auppoſe it repugnant to it. For would not any 
q 5 J 4 Per bon at common underſtanding, who corrupted 


he text of the Jewiſh hiſtorian to contain the altar's 
poſition on Ebal, have looked back, and taken 
care, there ſhould be no appearance of claſhing, he- 
tween the command of Moſes and the execution, as 
he behoved to ſee a reference to his order, in the 
very paſſage he interpolated. - Nevertheleſs, the di- 
rection of the prophet is expreſſed in ſo general 
terms, that there ariſes a ſtrong preſumption from 
chis very circumſtance, that there has been no vitia- 
ting of the book here, through malice at the Sama- 
ritans; for it runs thus, Moſes commanded them 
2X to build an altar, turned towards * the ſun- riſing, 
20k 


i * Teo NAV ana ate 7 evov is thus tranſlated b 
"FF but it deſerves to 9 it ſhould not dee 
„Turned toward the elevated, that is, the meridian © fun” 
or the ſouth, —— This we eaſily conceive, as Ebal ſtood on the 
north of Sichem with its fide verging towards it.— And in this 
ſenſe the expreſſion muſt be interpreted in Procopius, unleſs we 
impute to kim the moſt groſs ignorance of Geography. For in 
his firſt boek concerning the Perſian war, chap. 19. he ſais, re 
AaA%TTINS Gptc, PIT arte N wv ee HN 7H 
KA AKLLEVNY aha the a The borders of Paleſtine towaza the ſun- 
riſing or the eaſt, ſay his editors, reach to the Red-ſea. But 
that is falſe, gs every boy knows,—lt ſhould be the borders 
2 W the elevated or meridian ſun reach, c.“ 
Which is true. Moreover, though ar xaos ſometimes ſi 
nifies the riſing ſun, as in Arifſtides, L. we oꝑpaſes it to * 4 
Luo wepes, the ſetting ſun, whoever looks into Stephan's greek 
Theſaurus at the Words ast and ayvioy@ will ſoon perceive, 
that the phraſe is capable of this meaning — for they are Emi- 
= c. and & area are turned Exccifa promoutozia, 
nigh pramontories. "4 , 


—— 
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not far from Sichem between two mountains, Geri. | 
eim lying on the right-hand, and Ebal lying on the 


left. Antiq. iv. 8. 44. Had there been any liberty rak- 


en to alter the text, for procuring glory to Ebal, ang 


derogating from Gerizim, every one may be confi- 
dent, this charge of Moſes would have been made 
more determinate. Allow me to conclude this 


article with obſerving, you may alſo think I did you 4 


an injury in omitting what you have, p. 66. There 
« remains one remark to be made on that paſſage 
<« jn the 4th book, where Joſephus ſpeaks of the 
« command given by Moſes, which is further fa- 
& vourable to mount Gerizim. Had Joſephus 
« ſaid that Ebal was to be the place, from whence 
« they were to declare the curſe of God, againſt 
all ſuch as ſhould negle& God's worſhip, and 
« forget his commands, this would have been urged 
« as a clear alluſion to the altar, and the law, as 
« being on Ebal. It muſt be chen equally fair to 
<« infer, that he alludes to the altar, and the law, 
5 as being upon Gerizim, ſince expreſsly ſpeaking 
f Gerizim, he mentions the worſhip of God, 
„ and keeping his laws.” Y Tpwras, &c. and firſt he 
ordered thoſe ſtanding on Gerizim to pray the moſt 
excellent things, to perſons zealous about the wor- 
hip of God, and the obſervance of his laws, and 
who did not reject what Moſes had ſaid.“ But can 
any thing be weaker than this reaſoning? what 
fondneſs for an hypotheſis does it betray ? In the 
book of Deuteronomy a charge is given by Moſes 
thus, Theſe tribes, viz. ſhall ſtand upon mount 


Gerizim to bleſs the people, when ye are come over 


Jordan—And theſe ſhali ſtand upon mount Ebal 
to curſe.” Joſephus takes things in this order, 
and very naturally deſcribes the character of thoſe, 


for whom the bleflings pronounced from Gerizim 
were intended, according to Deut. xi. 26, &c. after- 


wards ſubjoining, that Moſes ordered the other tribes, 
whom he had already deſcribed ſtanding on Ebal, 


66 


to put curſes upon them, who ſhould tranſgreſs, 
nay the tribes, to echo back the things ſaid to one 
another, for their confirmation, that is, the tribes 
on Ebal the benedictions, and the tribes on Geri- 


zim the curſes. wgnues Je ras ere pas, Y ruron TRA £uN 05 
uta, Ta; agony MEVES ET te ETHT% Tools KATH THUTH e- 
Sweet „e Tibet vrogaraas tANNNGLSs r pe 
Tov acyounrev. Joſeph. Antiq. iv. 8. 44. I leave it 


to every impartial perſon to decide, whether what 
is ſaid about praying felicity on Gerizim, to the 
zealous of God's worſhip, and laws, will ſupport 
your concluſion, that the altar was built on it. If 
Ebal's title had been no better to its erection upon 
it, truly it would have been very lame, and an 
author would only have diſcovered himſelf much 
prepoſſeſſed in its favour by pleading it. 

Four next charge is, © that you had mentioned 
« an obſervation of St. Jerome, that ſome names 
« at Joſh. xv. 60. may have been omitted by | 
de the ancient Jews out of malice to Chriſtianity.” |} 
Here the writer of the letter ſays of you: It ſeems |} 
„ very raſh to impute the omiſſion of theſe words, 

« ſuppoſing them genuine to delign, when they 

* might very well fall out by accident.“ There 
can be no occaſion for this gentleman's anger here, 
becauſe you ſay the very ſame thing. This re- 

© markable omiſſion was probably owing at firſt to 

„ ſome tranſcriber's miſtake.” Suffer me now 
firſt to repreſent Jerome's words concerning this 
matter, and then to make ſome remarks on your 
complaint. Jerome in his commentary on Micah 

v. 2. writes thus, Legimus juxta 70 duntaxat in- 
terpretes in Jeſu Nave, ubi tribus Jude urbes et 
oppida deſeribuntur inter cætera etiam hoc ſcrip- 
tum, ©* Thaeco et Ephratha, hæc eſt Bethleem. 

&c. civitates undecim et viculi earum,” quod 
nec in Hebraico nec apud alium invenitur interpre- 
tem, et live de veteribus libris eraſum fit malitia 
Judzorum, ne Chriſtus de tribus Jude ortus vi- 

2 I x . deretur, 
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( 26 ) 
deretur, five a 70 additum, nequaquam liquido cog- 
noſcentes certum quid novimus. We read ac 
cording to the 70 interpreters only in the book of 
oſhua the ſon of Nau, where the cities and towns 
of the tribes of Judah are deſcribed, this alſo, writ- 
ten among other things, Thaeco et Ephratha, 
this is Bethlehem, &c. eleven cities and their vil- 
Jages,” which is neither found in the hebrew text, 
nor with another interpreter, and whether it hath 
heen eraſed by the malice of the Jews, leſt Chriſt 
ſhould appear ſprung . from the tribe of Judah, or 
added by the 70, we do not clearly know any thing 
certain.” And having thus produced Jerome's 
words, may I not aſk whether you have not ex- 
preſſed your ſelf in ſuch a manner concerning him, 
as tends to lead the reader into a belief, that he 
ſpoke with leſs doubt and heſitation about the mali- 


cious corruption of the paſſage by the Jews, than 


in fact he does. But to wave this, you introduce 


Jerome's obſervation, as quoted by you, under your 


ſeventh argument, viz. that ſhould. this wilful 
corruption of Deut. xxvii. 4. be charged upon the 
Jews, it will not be the firſt charge againſt them 
of this particular nature.” And you preface it in 
this manner after labouring to fix upon them two 
inſtances of wilful corruption, “It ſhould not be 
forgot that St. Jerome thinks theſe cities may have 
been omitted by the. ancient Jews out of malice to 
chriſtianity, becauſe Bethlehem Ephratah (the place 
of Chrilt's nativity) is one of theſe cities, and is 


deſcribed as in the tribe of Judah.” You more- 


over reject Dr. Wall's opinion, who thinks it leſs 


likely that the Jews ſhould deſignedly omit Bethle- 


hem here, becaule that place is mentioned as be- 
longing to Judah in ſeveral other parts of icripture, 


For, atter telling it, you ſay, But then though 
Bethlehem is elſcwhere mentioned as belonging to 
Judah, yet I. believe Bethlehem Ephratab is no 
where mentioned iu that manner, excepting here, 


and 


| C a7. ), 
and in the prophecy of Micah before referred to, 
pag. 57» 56 1 might therefore from all theſe cir® 
cumſtances eaſily ſuppoſe you adopted the concelt 
of a wilful corruption, without any limitation, and 
overlook the few words by you now quoted. This 
remarkable omiſſion was probably owing at firſt 
to ſome tranſcriber's miſtake.” Yet I do not re- 
collect that I did, nor does it appear from my let- 
ter. For after all do you reject the ſentiment of 
malicious corruption? Far from it. Your wor 

ate, and therefore though this remarkable omiſ- 
ſion was probably owing at firſt ro ſome tranſeri- 
ber's miſtake, it's not being reinſerted might be 
owing to the reaſon ſpecified by St. Jerom.” 8d 
fond you are of blackening the Jews, that though 
you allow theſe verſes in Tothus probably fell out 
at firſt by miſtake, you ſuppoſe the omiſſion was 
continued from hatred of our religion. Might 1 
not therefore ſay without incurring any blame, 
*© Moreover it ſeems very raſh to impute their o- 
miſſion, ſuppoling them genuine, to deſign, &c.“ 
To your hypotheſis all is fairly applicable. ——1 
further take notice now, that in pag. 560, 561. 
you ſay, by way of ſupplement to your reaſoning 
on this head, ** This ſuppoſition, that the 11 cities 
were omitted accidentally, (on account of the ſame 
word occurring at the end of two adjoining verſes) 
obviates the difficulty mentioned by Reland, who 
thinks the Jews could not omit theſe cities deſigned- 
ly,” and you give us * ſome teflections of that 
learned writer, which greatly * countenance the be- 
lief of this couſiderable though unintended omiſſion.” 
But I wiſh you had obliged the publick with a detail 
of his difficulty as you call it, that they might have 
Judged, whether your ſuppoſition' that the 11 cities 
were omitted accidentally at firſt, but wilfully after- 
.wards, does indeed obviate, or remove it. My 
feaſon is, that I think his arguments are as tron 

and cogent againſt che Tony omiſſion of them 
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 egfterwards, as at firſt. Since you have declined it, I 
will lay them before the world. That author in his 
Palaſtine, p. 644, 645. after profeſſing his opinion 
that nothing had been eraſed by the Jews (there- 
fore, . not the paſſage under conſideration) from 
the hebrew bible, their veneration for this ſacred 
book being greater than to allow them to vitiate it 
induſtriouſly, merely to hurt their enemies, and 
knowingly expoſe themſelves to divine diſpleaſure, 
he proceeds: But if we ſhould believe they could 
have arrived to ſo great folly and impiety, they 
would haye eraſed the more plain teſtimonies con- 
cerning Chriſt which are ſtil] read in their books, 
and which chriſtians were already uſing againſt 
them, as about the glory of the ſecond temple, a- 
bout the 70 weeks of Daniel, about the abject ſtate 
of the Meſſiah, Iſai. liii. about Bethlehem the na- 
tive place of Meſſiah, Micah v. 2. add, that ſome 
among them confeſs, Bethlehem, even Bethlehem 
of Judah, would be the country of the Meſſiah.“ 
Then having cited them he goes on. © Truly it 


was more for the intereſt of the Jewiſh cauſe, that i 
the prophecy of Micah ſhould be eraſed about ” Bl 


Bethlehem, from which the governor in Iſrael was = © 
to iſſue, than that Eoth verſe in the 15th chapter 8 
of Joſhua, where Bethlehem is only mentioned a- x ) 
mong the cities of Judah, and whence the chriſtians 1 
can obtain no aſſiſtance to their cauſe. For if any 0 
one ſay, thence it may be ſhewed that Bethlehem ks 
was ſituated in Judah, and ſo that Chriſt was of n 
i Judah, firſt from the place of nativity, it would 1 
not follow that he was of Judah; but when the 5 
HSHoſpel-hiſtory informs us that Mary, becauſe ſhe 
7 was of the family of David, and ſo of Judah, went a 
up to Bethlehem the city of David, we are thence | 


inſtructed that Chriſt was of Judah. Further, it 
was not neceſſary we ſhould learn from this place 
that Bethlehem was in Judah, becauſe Judg. xvii. 
7. Bethlehem is called of Judah, and Micah v. 2. 
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and if they had even exceedingly deſirous to cancel 
Bethlehem from th-t catalogue of towns, what had 
XX the ten towns annexed thereunto deſerved? Why 
ZZ muſt they alſo have been ſtruck out? You will ſay, 
*X becauſe the ſum of eleven towns, which is added, 
would have diſcovered the ſacriledge, if Bethlehem 
alone had been left out, as then only ten would 
have remained. But would not he who dared to 
efface the name of Bethlehem from the ſacred book, 
"XT have dared alſo to ſubſticute ten for eleven, eſpe- 
= cially as it greatly concerned the Jewiſh nation to 

= know all the towns which had formerly been in their 

land.“ Now do not theſe conſiderations as much 

preſs your hypotheſis of a ſpiteful omiſſion of the 
verſes by the Jews afterwards, when there had been 
only a caſual negle& of them at firſt, as that of 
their malicious omiſſion from the beginning ? I ap- 
prehend they do. Nor will I inſiſt on your paſſing 
cover ſome obſervations of Reland about Bethlehem, 
which may be thought to militate much againſt the 
arguments, by which you ſupport your opinion, 
though they occur in the midſt of theſe reflections 
you quote as favourable to it, viz. that beſides men- 
tion of Bethlehem-Judah. Judg. xvii. 7. to diſtin- 
guiſh it from Bethlehem in the tribe of Zabulon, 
Joſh. xix. 15. there is mention of Ephrath, the ſame 
is Bethlehem, Gen. xlviii. 7. (whence alſo we read 
of Ephrathites of Bethlehem- Judah, Ruth i. 2. and 
1 Sam. xvii. 12.) and of Bethlehem a fenced ci 
in Judah, 2 Chron. xi. 6, See his Palaſtine, p. 
642. and 643. On the whole let the impartial judge, 
whether you needed to raiſe any cry of error and 
miſrepreſentation againſt me here. I ſay nothing 
about your imputation of anger to me, being willing 
to be condemned by them, if they diſcern any marks 
of undue diſpleaſure. | | 

| Follows now the third article againſt me. It is 
that 1 have ſaid, All Michaelis ſais, is, In Bibliis 
** Manaſſis nepos dicitur, ſuſpenſa tamen, ac fi ſuf- 
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tc pecta eſſet, ſupra reliquas literas, Nun; thereby 


* ſeading the generality of readers to think I had 1 
„ quoted him, fully as to Judges xviii. 30. when 3M. 


vet you had quoted from him a great deal more, 


* which was much to the purpoſe : and then that 


L have aſſerted the letter Nun had never been put 
upon a level with the other letters, which you 


4 did not expect to find any one doing after you 


5 had given notice that in ſome copies (written as 
5, well as printed) it was put upon a level, and ex- 
$5, preſſed in the common way.“ But as to the firſt 8 
branch of it, I think you have no cauſe to find % 
fault. You had ſaid in your diſſertation, pag. 55 


57. Michaelis has judiciouſly given his opinion 


- againſt the legitimacy of the word Manaſſeh, Judg. 
xviii. 30. for in the third volume of the Gottingen 
mmentaries he has the following note: In the 
<< printed Hebrew bibles Jonathan is called the 
& grandſon of Manaſſes, yet the letter Nun, in ³ 
«+ which alone the name of Manaſſes differs from i 
that of Moſes, is ſuſpended above the other let- 
ters, as if it had been ſuſpected. From the tra- - 
8% dition of the fathers Abendana narrates that this 
“Nun was added for the honour of Moſes, leſt his 
&. grandſon ſhould appear the firſt Idol- prieſt. The 
name of Moſes is alſo read in the vulgate Latin. 
To me it feems manifeſt that not Manaſſes but 


Moſes is to be underſtood. For how could a Le- 
++ vite have Manaſſes for his progenitor?“ And 


vou had hereon argued thus: But then, as this I 
worthy author allows in this volume, that the word 


was originally Moſes, and that Manaſſes is printed 


falſely in the Hebrew text, (it may be added, and 
a expreſſed alſo in the Hebrew Mis.) And as 
he here allows that the Jews wilfully altered the 
text out of regard to the honour of Moſes, it is 
evident that he has been very lately convinced of 


the Jews having wilfully corrupted their text at 
leaſt in one inſtance, after having advanced the con- 
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rary opinion in the preceding volume, viz. that it 
Fc ould not be proved hitherto, by any ſure example 

at the Jews corrupted with defign, even one place 

N pft their ſacred books.“ Now with reference to this, 

Pkter obſerving that the Jews by writing Nun of: 
Pended took care to ſhew every reader it was not 
enuine, whatever fooliſh conceit led them to add 
. had remarked. By conſequence then Michae- 
$5 might acknowledge the text ought to be read 
on of Moſes, inſtead of Manaſſes, in conſiſtence 
4 ith his aſſertion, that there is no clear example of 
| 7 e Jews corrupting their ſacred books with deſign. 
For all he ſays is in Bibliis, &c. * In the bible he is 
I ued the grandſon of Manaſſes, yet Nun is ſuſ- 
ended above the other letters, as if it was ſuſpect- 
84.” And have I herein done you any wrong ? 
Af I did not quote the reſt of Michaelis's words 
produced by you, it was, beſides aiming at brevi- 
. becauſe, though to the purpoſe of ſhewing that 
Nun was added by the Jews, which was ſuppoled, 
rhey were not to the purpoſe of ſhewing that it was 
added in ſuch a manner, as would found the charge 
f deſign in any, and much leſs of a conſpiracy in 
he nation, to paſs it as authentick. This every 
one may now perceive on comparing. I might 
therefore ſay, all Michaelis ſays, &c. becauſe hie 
there ſays it was printed ſuſpended, and he never 
ſais any thing which implies his knowledge that it 
was put on a level with the other letters. But ! 
cannot judge fo certainly about this matter, having 
no opportunity to look into the Gottingen commen- 
taries. Nor is it of any importance in the debate 
about Deut. xxvii. 4. whether my apology for Mi- 
chaelis be juſt or not. | 


3 
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Lou have more reaſonable ground of complaint 
againſt me for ſaying that Nun hath never been put 
on a level with the other letters. For in ſome editi- 
ons of the bible, and Ms. too, I now perceive, 
t at it hath been expreſſed the ſame way as they. But 
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though it have been ſo, it will not follow that it was 
introduced by the Jews with a fraudulent intention; 
The Rabbi's have freely confeſſed that it was added 
by their fathers to take away the great reproach 
from the name and family of Moſes, which does 

not conſiſt with a ſcheme in the nation to impoſe it 
as genuine. Beſides, it would ſeem, Rabbi Solo- 
mon - Jarchi who lived about 659 years ago, knew bl 
no Mis. in which it was not written ſuſpended, for 
he ſais as quoted by you, Propter, &c. Tha ler- i 

« ter Nun was written for the honour or credit of 

«© Moſes, that the name might be changed, and 

„% was written ſuſpended to denote that it was not 
Manaſſes but Moſes.” Its being reduced then 
to the ordinary place will be peculiar to-the lateſt 
Mis. which you ſay in general are the moſt faulty, 

and may very wel have been owing to the igno- 

rance of ſome tranſcribers. Accordingly Grotius Wl 
Jays, the more correct Hebrew Ms. have the Nun 
ſuſpended. Hebræi codices habent NWN ſed e- 
mendatiores, Nun ſuſpenſo, quo Maſoretae indica- 
runt hanc literam eſſe @apafero. Vice Poli Synopſ. 
in locum, and you your ſelf only ſay, that in ſome 
copies it wears the exact garb of the genuine letters, Wi 
not in the greater number. — Does this look like 
any deliberate plan of the Jews to impoſe it as of 
equal authority with the other letters? which yet is 
neceſſary to make the charge of wilful corruption 
here ſimilar to yours againſt them about Deut. | 
xxvii. 4. | 9 

Finally you are much diſpleaſed becauſe I ſay, 8 
ſpeaking of Joſhua viii. 30, 35. ** All Mſs. with- iſ 
out any difference aſſert the altar was on Ebal,” iſ 

you aſk, can this poſſibly be known ät preſent ? 

have 1 my ſelf examined all the Hebrew Mis ? 
or have I ſeen a collation of them made by any 
other perſon ? If a collation has never yet been made, 
a writer mult be very precipitate and inattentive, to 
-talk at preſent of all the Hebrew Mis. reading 8 
touch: 5 and 
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lateſt 
it only.: Mniſſed that all copies, as far as inf] 
agreed to confirm a reading. Which muſt* 
caſe as to the preſent point, ſince: you have not 
mentioned - any variation of the books. No more 
can you, as is evident, reaſonably queſtion the ſin- 
cerity of my declaration about your work. I truly 
ſtill think it worthy of commendation, whether the 
diſcoveries by it ſhall be more or leſs material, and 
rejoyce in the liberalities of his majeſty, the two 
univerſities, and particular perſons both among 
clergy and laity, to enable you to carry on your 
undertaking, and wiſh you health to compleat it. 
Thus, Sir, I have conſidered your charge of errors 
againſt me, and would have done it in the library of 
September, had that of Auguſt, containing the 
ſame, come to hand more ſeaſonably. But, as I 
am more than 200 miles diſtant from London, it 
was the 26th of that month e're it reached me. I 
will only add, it cannot weigh much, either with 
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and iſo, in any one verſe of the Ou Teſtaraent. And 
this is the more ſurprizing here, you conclude, he- 
<auſe I am pleaſed to call your collation of the Mi. 
2a laudable work, and am. ſo abliging as: to i 
much ſucceſs in it.“ Strange Could I nat fay All 
the heb: e Miſs. aſſert that the altar Was erected on 


Ebal, Joſh. viii. go. &c. 


though I had neither e 


amined all extant my ſelf, nor ſeen a collation of 


nem by others, without being pronounced a pro- 
«cj hom inattentive writer ? Math not: this form 


of expreſſion been uſed by the moſt cautious aal 
— — authors, as Prideaux, Walton, (ſee p. 


them to any cenſure? Well it might 


me or the world, that you ſtill think 


able that the Jews corrupted the text Deut. xxvii. 
4. unleſs it be ſhewed that the opinion is retained 


on good grounds. How far you can allow your 
ſelf to vindicate it againſt this attack, in conſiſtency 


E 


22. 27. of your diſſertation) c. without expoſing 


indeed, ſince 
ed, 
the 


it moſt prob- 


with 


II. 


you from this letter's being anonymous, I would 


diſcern any hurt that circumſtance can do you, tho? 


\ 


. 50 By PP" DR 
- ith your oblix ne to the dublick T pretend not 
to determine. et many think you have no title to 
intrench your ſelf behind theſe, being as much 
bound by your ſalaries to conſider difficulties pro- 
poſed againſt a notion that may have ſuch influence 
in your choice of readings, as to collate Mſs. If I 
could have been ſenſible of any prejudice ariſing to 


have annexed my name to it, As I am not able to 
ſolicited to make my ſelf known, I continue, 
Wage <a Be 

7 ' Your moſt humble Servant, 


Ottob. 8.1761. 6 
| | "Sad PHILALETHES. 
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